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Art Unit: 3689 

DETAILED ACTION 

1. This is in response to the applicant's communication filed 
on 06 July 2009, wherein: 

Claims 1-3 and 4-14 are currently pending; and 

claim 4 is currently cancelled. 

Claim Rejections - 35 USC §103 

1. The following is a quotation of 35 U.S.C. 103(a) which 
forms the basis for all obviousness rejections set forth in this 
Office action: 

(a) A patent may not be obtained though the invention is not identically 
disclosed or described as set forth in section 102 of this title, if the 
differences between the subject matter sought to be patented and the prior 
art are such that the subject matter as a whole would have been obvious at 
the time the invention was made to a person having ordinary skill in the 
art to which said subject matter pertains. Patentability shall not be 
negatived by the manner in which the invention was made. 

2. The factual inquiries set forth in Graham v. John Deere 
Co., 383 U.S. 1, 148 USPQ 459 (1966), that are applied for 
establishing a background for determining obviousness under 35 
U.S.C. 103(a) are summarized as follows: 

1. Determining the scope and contents of the prior art. 

2. Ascertaining the differences between the prior art and 
the claims at issue. 

3. Resolving the level of ordinary skill in the pertinent 
art. 

4. Considering objective evidence present in the 
application indicating obviousness or nonobviousness . 
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3. Claims 1-3 and 5-14 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as 
being unpatentable over Ruff in et al . (US 6249769) , in view of 
Chan et al . (US 20050021348). 
Referring to claim 1 : 

Ruffin teaches 

receiving a business solution (col. 6, lines 6-20; "the 
representative will engage a potential customer or customers. ..and 
describe the preferred solution") ; 

categorizing, by a processor, the business solution into a 
solution type (col. 6, lines 6-20/ "attempt to discern an 
appropriate customer set" inherently requires categorizing the 
solution) ; and 

mapping, by a processor, a plurality of standards used by 
the business solution (col. 6, lines 6-20; "it is. ..determined 
whether the proffered solution matches the customers' IT 
requirements") . 

Ruffin does not teach; however, Chan teaches 
creating, by a processor, a logical technology architecture 
used to implement the business solution, wherein creating the 
logical technology architecture used to implement the business 
solution comprises generalizing a plurality of technology 
products used to implement the business solution, and wherein 
generalizing the technology products comprises categorizing the 
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technology products into logical technology components 
(paragraphs 158 and 454; "...the system categorizes the technology 
objects in the categories of interface, control, and entity 
objects...") . 

It would have been obvious for a person of ordinary skill 
in the art (PHOSITA) at the time of invention to modify the 
teachings of Ruffin as taught by Chan because this would provide 
a manner in which to offer solutions not limited to a particular 
brand, allowing for additional flexibility to meet the 
customers' needs. 

Referring to claim 2 : 

Ruffin teaches 

adding a workable solution based on the business solution 
(col. 6, lines 6-20; "the provider and customer engage in an ad- 
hoc series of planning and implementation steps") ; and 

mapping multiple ones of the technology products used in 
the workable solution (col. 6, lines 6-20; "it is. ..determined 
whether the proffered solution matches the customers' IT 
requirements" and where the proffered solution is interpreted to 
include a multiple technology products) . 

Referring to claim 3 : 

Ruffin does not teach; however, Chan teaches wherein the 
logical technology architecture, the solution type, the 
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plurality of standards, the workable solution, and the plurality 
of technology products encompass a reference solution 
architecture that provides a reusable solution that is 
implementable with different sets of technology products 
(paragraph 158) . 

Further, no positive step is recited; therefore, the 
limitation receives little patentable weight. 

Referring to claim 5: 

Ruffin teaches wherein categorizing the business solution 
into the solution type comprises categorizing the business 
solution according to an industry in which the business solution 
has been applied (col. 9, lines 8-19; "proceeds to select target 
customers aligned with the various organized solutions 
of f erings...the determination of whether a particular customer 
aligns with a proffered solution may be based upon the type of 
industry in which the customer does business") . 
Referring to claim 6 : 

Ruffin teaches wherein categorizing the business solution 
into the solution type comprises categorizing the business 
solution according to a business domain in which 5 the business 
solution has been applied (col. 9, lines 8-19; wherein "type of 
industry" is interpreted as "business domain") . 

Referring to claim 7 : 
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Ruffin teaches wherein the plurality of standards used by 
the business solution comprise at least one of industry 
standards, industry application framework, application 
architecture design principle, design patterns and application 
programming interface (col. 6, lines 6-20 "customers' IT 
requirements" and col. 13, line 36 thru col. 14, line 27 
"operating system software") . 

Referring to claim 8 : 

Ruffin teaches 

a memory comprising a reference solution architect (col. 8, 
lines 9-35) ; 

a processor, wherein the reference solution architect is 
executable on the processor (col. 7, line 59 thru col. 8, line 
5; where "computer program" implies the use of a processor to 
run said program) ; 

receive a business solution (col. 6, lines 6-20; "the 
representative will engage a potential customer or customers. ..and 
describe the preferred solution") ; 

categorize the business solution into a solution type (col. 
6, lines 6-20; "attempt to discern an appropriate customer set" 
inherently requires categorizing the solution) ; and 



Application/Control Number: 10/719,656 Page 7 

Art Unit: 3689 

map a plurality of standards used by the business solution 
(col. 6, lines 6-20; "it is. ..determined whether the proffered 
solution matches the customers' IT requirements") . 

Ruffin does not teach; however, Chan teaches 

create a logical technology architecture used to implement 
the business solution, wherein the logical technology 
architecture provides a clustering of technologies into logical 
technology components to allow policies and strategies to be 
assigned to the logical technology components, wherein each 
logical technology component is a logical group of physical 
elements having a common technical characteristic (paragraphs 
559-560; "these templates can be drawn into the creation and 
evaluation of alternative solution development proposals") . 

It would have been obvious for a person of ordinary skill 
in the art (PHOSITA) at the time of invention to modify the 
teachings of Ruffin as taught by Chan because this would provide 
a manner in which to offer solutions not limited to a particular 
brand, allowing for additional flexibility to meet the 
customers' needs. 

Referring to claims 9 and 12-14: 

Claims 9 and 12-14 are the system claims associated with 
the method of claims 2 and 5-7, respectively; therefore, they 
are rejected on the same basis as claims 2 and 5-7. 
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Referring to claim 10: 

Ruffin teaches further comprising a database operable to 
store the logical technology architecture, the solution type, 
the plurality of standards, the workable solution and the 
plurality of technology products as a reference solution 
architecture that provides a reusable solution that is 
implementable with different sets of technology products (col. 
7, lines 59-65) . 

Furthermore, storing the logical technology architecture, 
the solution type, the plurality of standards, the workable 
solution and the plurality of technology products as a reference 
solution architecture that is implementable with different sets 
of technology products in a database are non-functional 
descriptive data. 

When presented with a claim comprising descriptive 
material, an Examiner must determine whether the claimed 
nonfunctional descriptive material should be given patentable 
weight. The Patent and Trademark Office (PTO) must consider all 
claim limitations when determining patentability of an invention 
over the prior art. In re Gulack, 703 F.2d 1381, 1385, 217 USPQ 
401,404 (Fed. Cir. 1983). The PTO may not disregard claim 
limitations comprised of printed matter. See Gulack, 703 F.2d at 
1384-85,217 USPQ at 403; see also Diamond v. Diehr, 450 U.S. 
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175, 191,209 USPQ 1, 10 (1981). However, the examiner need not 
give patentable weight to descriptive material absent a new and 
unobvious functional relationship between the descriptive 
material and the substrate. See In re Lowry , 32 F.3d 1579, 1583- 
84, 32 USPQ2d 1031, 1035 (Fed. Cir. 1994); In re Ngai, 367 F.3d 
1336, 1338, 70 USPQ2d 1862, 1863-64 (Fed. Cir. 2004). Thus, 
when the prior art describes all the claimed structural and 
functional relationships between the descriptive material and 
the substrate, but the prior art describes a different 
descriptive material than the claim, then the descriptive 
material is nonfunctional and will not be given any patentable 
weight. That is, such a scenario presents no new and unobvious 
functional relationship between the descriptive material and the 
substrate . 

The Examiner asserts that the act of storing the logical 
technology architecture, the solution type, the plurality of 
standards, the workable solution and the plurality of technology 
products as a reference solution architecture, can add little, 
if anything, to the claimed acts or steps and thus does not 
serve as limitations on the claims to distinguish over the prior 
art. MPEP 2106IV b 1(b) indicates that "nonfunctional 
descriptive material" is material "that cannot exhibit any 
functional interrelationship with the way the steps are 



Application/Control Number: 10/719,656 Page 10 

Art Unit: 3689 

performed". Any differences related merely to the meaning and 
information conveyed through data, which does not explicitly 
alter or impact the steps is non-functional descriptive data. 
The subjective interpretation of the data does not patentably 
distinguish the claimed invention. 

Referring to claim 11: 

Ruffin does not teach; however, Chan teaches 
Wherein the logical technology architecture used to 
implement the business solution, wherein creating the logical 
technology architecture used to implement the business solution 
and wherein generalizing the technology products comprises 
categorizing the technology products into logical technology 
components (paragraphs 158 and 454; "...the system categorizes the 
technology objects in the categories of interface, control, and 
entity objects...") . 

Response to Arguments 

1. Applicant's arguments with respect to claims 1 and 8 have 
been considered but are moot in view of the new ground (s) of 
rejection. 

Conclusion 

1. The prior art made of record and not relied upon is 
considered pertinent to applicant's disclosure. 
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a. Bhaskaran et al . (US 20050080640). 

2. Applicant's amendment necessitated the new ground (s) of 

rejection presented in this Office action. Accordingly, THIS 

ACTION IS MADE FINAL. See MPEP § 706.07(a). Applicant is 

reminded of the extension of time policy as set forth in 37 

CFR 1 . 136 (a) . 

A shortened statutory period for reply to this final action 
is set to expire THREE MONTHS from the mailing date of this 
action. In the event a first reply is filed within TWO MONTHS 
of the mailing date of this final action and the advisory action 
is not mailed until after the end of the THREE-MONTH shortened 
statutory period, then the shortened statutory period will 
expire on the date the advisory action is mailed, and any 
extension fee pursuant to 37 CFR 1.136(a) will be calculated 
from the mailing date of the advisory action. In no event, 
however, will the statutory period for reply expire later than 
SIX MONTHS from the date of this final action. 

Contact 

Any inquiry concerning this communication or earlier 
communications from the examiner should be directed to CARRIE A. 
STRODER whose telephone number is (571)270-7119. The examiner 
can normally be reached on Monday - Thursday 8:00 a.m. - 5:00 
p.m. ET. 
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If attempts to reach the examiner by telephone are 

unsuccessful, the examiner's supervisor, Jan Mooneyham can be 

reached on (571)272-6805. The fax phone number for the 

organization where this application or proceeding is assigned is 

571-273-8300. 

Information regarding the status of an application may be 
obtained from the Patent Application Information Retrieval 

(PAIR) system. Status information for published applications 
may be obtained from either Private PAIR or Public PAIR. Status 
information for unpublished applications is available through 
Private PAIR only. For more information about the PAIR system, 
see http://pair-direct.uspto.gov. Should you have questions on 
access to the Private PAIR system, contact the Electronic 
Business Center (EBC) at 866-217-9197 (toll-free) . If you would 
like assistance from a USPTO Customer Service Representative or 
access to the automated information system, call 800-786-9199 

(IN USA OR CANADA) or 571-272-1000. 

/CARRIE A. STRODER/ 
Examiner, Art Unit 3689 

/Janice A. Mooneyham/ 

Supervisory Patent Examiner, Art Unit 3689 



